untidy flux of history, has been discounted by literary scholars of the last decade who have dismantled what we now scornfully term essentialist views of literature in favor of a new paradigm that reinvests literature with all of the local contingencies surrounding its creation and reception. These days, we do not "study history that we may discount it," but that we may redefine the work of literature as always and intrinsically historically situated, radically dependent for its meaning on the matrix of institutions and ideologies within which it is placed at any given time.
Nevertheless, we literary scholars are arguably as devoted to certainties and absolutes as Grierson was-we simply look for them in disciplines apart from our own, especially in the social sciences.2 We look to historians to provide us with reliable models of the past so that we can break the literary work out of its spellbinding aura of inalterability and reinscribe it within one or many situations of cultural contingency that somehow feel more real to us than the appeals to "universal human nature" and "experience" that felt so real to Grierson.
The New Historicism is particularly noteworthy for its essentialization of historical contingencies through its use (or abuse) of the "initial anecdote"-a brief, striking historical narrative that begins an essay and serves as a "ground," almost in the musical sense of the term, upon which arabesques of interpretation and deconstruction are played in near infinite variation. But for most New Historicists, history is synchronic: the ground itself is posited as stable and reliable even though its signification may be perceived as multiple rather than single, and even though our sense of its meaning may alter-indeed is likely to do so-during the course of a given essay. Where Grierson turned to literature for a refuge from the vicissitudes of history, literary critics are now more inclined to use history as a stable jumping-off point into the vicissitudes of literature.
Historians of the early modern era frequently use literature in the same way that we literary scholars use the historical anecdote and historical data: as a device for confirming and anchoring meaning. Even historians who are strongly aware of the mediated nature of literary texts are prone to cite them as striking, concrete illustrations of an interpretation they are putting forth-a frozen image of the reality they want to posit. We each use the other discipline to confer a kind of 2. The context of the conference at which this paper was delivered led me to focus on the relations between literary study and history, as opposed to anthropology and sociology, although these two disciplines are as prominent in the field of literary studies as history is.
LEAH S. MARCUS 162 .~ truth value upon our own that we are not willing to grant our discipline within its own methodological terms. Indeed, that tendency may be one of the few clear disciplinary markers left within the larger field of early modern studies: if we trust literature, we must be historians; if we trust history, we must be literary critics.
Here I would like to concentrate on an interesting area in which the collaboration of the two disciplines is particularly rewarding, and in which they need to cooperate much more than they have-that is, the new field of textual studies that investigates the historically situated nature of textual production (whether manuscript or printed material) and textual alteration over time. As literary critics have done until very recently, historians of the early modern era have relied on the standard editions of literary works of the Elizabethan and Stuart era as though they offered transparent windows on the age, unmediated access to the minds and mores of the culture. Given the growth within the discipline of literature of a new textual studies-or, as I prefer to think of it, a "new philology," because in many ways we are reviving a nineteenth-century philological vision of the interpenetration of literature and history-that sense of transparency has become increasingly occluded. The new philology can be considered a branch of the new international movement studying the "history of the book." It takes a firmly revisionist stance toward the mainstream twentieth-century editorial tradition, investigating the ways in which the material texts of a work of literature have altered over time and reinvesting them with a historical contingency that Grierson-and most twentieth-century editors-have sought to lift them out of. For Grierson, history was to be studied in order to be discounted. We need historians to help us study differences among early versions of Shakespeare and Marlowe and Donne, so that we will not be tempted to discount the phenomenon of historical difference among variant early texts.
What I would like to do here is consider alternative early versions of canonical Renaissance texts that the editorial tradition has suppressed (and suppressed is not too strong a term).3 How can both literary scholars and historians cast offa set of editorial conventions that have caused us passively to receive our standard But what are we to do if we encounter printed Shakespearean texts from the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries that are too short to be decently "Shakespeare," or too "low" and "popular" to be properly elevating? Even to use the term popular is to beg a number of questions I would like to examine. These "low" Shakespearean texts have, for most of our century, been called "bad" quartos. They are early quarto versions of some of the plays that twentiethcentury editors have dismissed-nay, suppressed-as corrupt, contaminated copies without any intrinsic merit.
In Texas, where I live and teach, there is an annual drama contest in which high schools vie for a state title by performing forty-five-minute versions of major plays. Often they perform Shakespeare plays that, if the cutting is skillfully made, survive the diminution quite nicely. The movement toward "short Shakespeare" In this instance, it may have been the compilers of the First Folio-rather than Shakespeare himself-who were responsible for the changed titles and the greater sense of elevation and decorum in the folio version. We will probably never know who carried out the alterations. But the shift in title goes along with a series of subtle, pervasive differences between the texts themselves. In the Jack Cade episodes, for example, the rebel Cade has an element of sturdy, brutal autonomy in the quarto version; he is more clearly a buffoon-an ape of his betters-in the folio. The rebels are more sympathetically portrayed in the quarto, humanized through realistic touches not included in the folio version. They have their own culture, not just a debased imitation of chivalric culture. According to a stage direction in the quarto version, the rebels carry "long staues"; in the corresponding folio passage, they instead make swords out of laths.6 Those who have joined We need to ask ourselves whether the folio version has appeared to editors more quintessentially "Shakespearean" than the quarto because it is more clearly weighted toward a vision of established authority than the quarto. In the quarto, mob violence has an odd legitimacy; in the folio, it is carnivalized and reduced, brought within broader institutional patterns that register it as aberrant. Here and throughout the rest of the scene, as elsewhere in Q2, there is a sense of overhastiness and overshadowing doom about the lovers' passion that is much less evident in Q1. To similar effect, the chorus in Q2 is more frequently present and more pessimistic about the lovers' chances for happiness. In Q1, Romeo and Juliet die as a result of several unfortunate accidents of miscommunication, but in Q2 there is a relentless, overbearing fate that lowers upon their passion-in part, perhaps, because of its illicit and unauthorized nature as emphasized in that version. Andrew Gurr has reminded us of the pervasiveness of marriage without parental consent as a subject for late Elizabethan and early Jacobean drama, and he has further suggested that Shakespeare's company may have been particularly associated with a new current of social opinion that favored the love match rather than arranged marriage.9 But the two versions of Romeo andJuliet themselves differ over the degree to which marriage without parental consent is viewed as unnatural and destructive, with Ql-like quarto Merry Wives-adopting a pattern that looks more sentimental (perhaps more "middle class") toward the lovers, and Q2-like folio Merry Wives-articulating an attitude that is more dynastic and aristocratic in its condemnation of marriage outside the control of family and friends. In addition, the second quarto of Romeo andJuliet paints a much clearer picture of the social consequences of the lovers' rash act than does the first. Indeed, in Ql it is far from clear that the death of the young lovers has brought peace to Verona. In Q2 the chorus states at the beginning of the play that Romeo and Juliet "with their death burie their Parents strife" and that "nought" but the deaths of the children could remove the "Parents rage, "so that the sacrifice of the chil- Hamlet represents a yet more complicated textual situation, since it exists not in two distinct early versions but in three. The first quarto, The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet Prince ofDenmarke (1603), is the one that has been condemned for reasons that will by now appear familiar to us. It is shorter than the others, often less elevated in its language, and much more direct in its action. The second quarto, the "good" one, is the text most often used as the basis for modern editions. Dated 1604 in some copies and 1605 in others, it bears the same title as the bad quarto, but while the 1603 quarto repeats the title page characterization of the play as "Tragicall Historie" in its head title (the inside title at the top of the text proper), the 1604 quarto head title elevates the play to a "Tragedie." In addition, the second quarto advertises on its title page that the play is "newly imprinted and enlarged to almost as much againe as it was, according to the true and perfect Coppie." Indeed, the second quarto is nearly twice the length of the first, and the claim on the title page links the authority of this version to its length. But the folio version (1623) is yet a third contender for textual authority, more closely resembling the bad quarto in some matters than it does the good quarto, agreeing with the good quarto in a number of particulars-but also including language and speeches that exist in neither quarto version.
Yet again, we need to examine each version of Hamlet separately-on its own terms-instead of rushing to conflate the three together, as modern editions of the play invariably do. Such an examination is obviously much too broad a task for the present brief survey. What I will consider here is a very small piece of the whole picture-the different handling of Hamlet's advice to the players in the three versions of the play. Again, as in the case of The Contention and Henry the Sixt part 2, we can perceive a pattern of gradually increased elevation and distance In this version, Hamlet lingers over the poorly endowed clown's resort to stock lines, said to draw a laugh whatever the theatrical context because they have been anticipated by members of the audience-who have even gone so far as to write them down. Delivery of this speech would require Hamlet to mimic the standard jokes and perhaps stimulate an audience response quite similar to that aimed at by the clowns. The speech affords a concrete glimpse of actor-audience reaction in the popular theater, but this perspective is absent in the second quarto version of the repartee, where Hamlet offers instead a more sophisticated rationale for playing-his famous speech about suiting the action to the word, the word to the action; about not overstepping the modesty of nature but holding the mirror up to it, "to shew vertue her feature; scorne her owne Image, and the very age and body of the time his forme and pressure." He continues, Now this ouer-done, or come tardie off, though it makes the vnskilfull laugh, cannot but make the iudicious greeue the censure of which one, must in your allowance ore-weigh a whole Theater of others. O there be Players that I haue seene play, and heard others praysd, and that highly, not to speake it prophanely, that neither hauing th'accent of Christians, nor the gate of Christian, Pagan, nor man, haue so strutted & bellowed, that I haue thought some of Natures Iornimen had made men, and not made them well, they imitated humanitie so abhominably. (P. 636 [G3v-G4r])
We note that in this version, Hamlet has divided the audience between the "low" and the judicious-one of the latter is to be preferred over a whole house of the former. The player answers with a little more amplitude than in the first quarto version, "I hope we haue reform'd that indifferently with vs." Hamlet continues, O reforme it altogether, and let those that play your clownes speake no more then is set downe for them, for there be of them that wil themselues laugh, to set on some quantitie of barraine spectators to laugh to, though in the meane time, some necessary question of the play be then to be considered, that's villanous, and shewes a most pittifull ambition in the foole that vses it: goe make you readie. (P. 636 [G4r])
The first quarto's vignette immersing us temporarily in the slapstick ethos of the popular stage is absent here, as the elevated talk about holding the mirror up to nature is absent from quarto one. The image Hamlet projects of the theater is noticeably more refined in the good than in the bad quarto. Furthermore, he insists on the the text's authority in the face of improvising clowns who were wont to say more than was "set downe for them" and to distract the audience's attention from "some necessary question of the play." And he has more strongly
